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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Wyoming reviewed summary judgment in a tortious-interference action arising
from a proposed expansion of Wyoming Technical Institute. The court held that circumstantial
evidence and conflicting reasonable inferences created a genuine issue of material fact regarding
intentional interference with a prospective contractual relation, reversed summary judgment on that
claim, and remanded for trial. It affirmed dismissal of the intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress

claim and the dismissal of Pam Ahrenholtz as a party.
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DISPOSITION reversed_and_remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs appealed a Wyoming district court order granting summary

judgment to defendants on a claim for intentional interference with a
prospective contractual relation or business expectancy and on a claim
for intentional infliction of emotional distress. The district court
certified the summary-judgment ruling as a final order under W.R.C.P.
54(b).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is reviewed de novo under the same standards
applied by the district court. The record is viewed in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party, with all favorable inferences drawn
from affidavits, depositions, exhibits, and other proper materials.
Summary judgment is improper when material facts support
contradictory inferences or reasonable minds could differ regarding

their significance.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published Wyoming Supreme Court opinion; precedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence created genuine issues of material fact concerning intentional and improper

interference with the plaintiffs' prospective contractual relation or business expectancy with WTI.

2. Whether the plaintiffs presented sufficient evidence of emotional distress to avoid summary judgment on
the intentional-infliction-of-emotional-distress claim and to support Pam Ahrenholtz's status as a
plaintiff.

3. Whether summary judgment was proper when the evidence and reasonable inferences were subject to

conflicting interpretations.

HOLDINGS

1. Summary judgment was improper because the circumstantial evidence and competing reasonable
inferences created genuine issues of material fact regarding whether defendants intentionally and
improperly interfered with the plaintiffs' prospective contractual relation or business expectancy with
WTL

2. Summary judgment was proper because the plaintiffs presented no evidence supporting emotional
damages beyond the basic allegation that Pam Ahrenholtz was emotionally damaged; the district court's

dismissal of Pam and the emotional-distress claim was affirmed.

3. A court may not resolve competing reasonable inferences, credibility questions, or evaluative judgments
between rationally possible conclusions on summary judgment.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment should not be granted where contradictory inferences may be drawn from undisputed
evidentiary facts.” (517)

“Evaluative judgment between two rationally possible conclusions from facts cannot be engaged in on

summary judgment.” (517)



“If the evidence is subject to conflicting interpretations or reasonable minds might differ as to its significance,

summary judgment is improper.” (517)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

WTI planned a substantial expansion of its automotive and diesel technology campus in Laramie. Ahrenholtz
developed the Vision 2000 proposal, investigated land and financing, and incurred project-related expenses, but
WTTI never signed a binding agreement or letter of intent with him. LEDC acquired and later sold an annexed
West Laramie property to WTI, which ultimately contracted with another builder; Boysen moved from LEDC to
WTI during the project and Coffey performed surveying and construction-related work on the alternative site.
Plaintiffs claimed defendants used information about their proposal and their positions with LEDC and WTTI to

cause WTI to reject their proposal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The plaintiffs sued LEDC, Coffey, and Boysen asserting intentional interference with a business expectancy,
professional misconduct, conversion, fraud, conspiracy, and intentional infliction of emotional distress. The
district court converted defendants' motion to dismiss into a motion for summary judgment, allowed discovery,
dismissed or resolved most claims, dismissed Pam Ahrenholtz as a party, and granted summary judgment on the
interference and emotional-distress claims while retaining a professional-misconduct claim against Coffey. The
Wyoming Supreme Court affirmed in part, reversed the summary judgment on the interference claim, and

remanded that claim for trial.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for a trial on the merits of the plaintiffs' claim for tortious interference with a contract or business

expectancy.
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